SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES III (Part I): On 
undesirable people, E=m.c’’s tales, organization, 
strategy and more.' 


D: For the past year I have been reading Kaczynski's work, your work, and the 
Indomitistas’ texts and reviews. 


U.R.: First of all, given that you use the term “indomitistas”, I guess you have taken it 
from the American guy called John Jacobi (www.wildwill.net). I want to make clear 
that Jacobi is not reliable at all. You shouldn’t believe anything he says about me, other 
Spanish people with similar ideas to mine (the so called “indomitistas”) or Kaczynski. 
Jacobi is a kook with serious psychological and intellectual flaws. His main motivation 
is to attain recognition, protagonism and prestige as an “anti-tech” activist. He is an 
egomaniac with Messiah complex. And his lack of emotional self-control makes him 
express himself and act like an idiot most of times. Not to mention that he is a mischief- 
maker and a Machiavellian cheater who has no qualms in using dirty tricks even with 
those with whom he shouldn’t. So he is causing more harm than good to the cause of 
spreading serious and non-leftist ideas against modern technology and of destroying the 
technoindustrial system. Kaczynski and I reject completely Jacobi, his projects and his 
ideas, and none of us want to be related with him. Take all this always into account. 





By the way, Jacobi is the only one who uses the term “‘indomitista” to refer to me and to 
some other Spaniards with similar ideas. We ourselves never have used it (it is not that 
the term seemed unsuitable to us if it were necessary to use a name to call ourselves’; it 
is simply that we have never found it necessary to use a name for us and for our ideas so 
we actually don’t use any term to call ourselves as a group or school of thought). It was 
Jacobi’s pathological, obsessive, hypertrophied and desperate psychological need to 
identify with and belong to a reference group and to use labels to name ideas and 
people, which caused him to begin using this label to call me and other Spaniards with 
similar ideas to mine. Likewise, he has being using (and later discarding) several more 
than questionable labels to call himself and his ideas for years: anarchist, luddist, 
primitivist, wildernist, wildist, rewilding, etc. 


D: What happened with Jacobi, and were there other people like him? 


U.R.: Some years ago (in 2014, if I am not wrong) he contacted me. Ted Kaczynski had 
given him my e-mail address and encouraged him to contact me. Kaczynski also 
encouraged me to keep in touch with Jacobi and to work with him if possible. And so I 
did. At first he seemed an intelligent young man. He was somewhat strange (for 
example, he did some strange things, like clumsily trying to use a false identity and e- 
mail address to contact me), but then it didn’t seemed a too serious problem to me. So I 
involved in helping him with some of his projects, discussing them, pointing out their 
errors and flaws and suggesting him ideas, and even in collaborating in some common 


' Adaptation of the exchange between D. and Ultimo Reducto (U.R.) from May 3th to August 
5th, 2019. Original letters were written in English. © Copyright 2019, Ultimo Reducto, for the 
fragments originally written by U.R. 

? In fact, while it actually was proposed by one of us as a joke, we never took it seriously as a 
name to call ourselves. 


projects. But soon Kaczynski wrote to me and told me that he had cut his 
correspondence with Jacobi and that I shouldn’t even mention Jacobi in my letters to 
him (Kaczynski) anymore because he was dangerous, unreliable and mad, and asked me 
to cut any contact with Jacobi too. By that time I have already seen many problems with 
Jacobi (he basically didn’t hardly anything completely well), but given that I have 
committed myself to collaborate with him and thinking that his flaws were perhaps 
mostly the result of his inexperience and youth, I tried to convince Kaczynski that 
Jacobi deserved a second opportunity. As a result Kaczynski got very angry with me for 
mentioning Jacobi in my letter. In the meanwhile, I ended up seeing that Jacobi was a 
hopeless case, that his psychological problems cancelled out his intelligence and 
rationality and made him act as an idiot. So I stopped collaborating with him. 


Anyway, many times Kaczynski seems not to be very good at choosing people to 
contact and work with. Of all the people he has put in contact with me and asked me to 
collaborate with, none of them but maybe two (two of his American collaborators), was 
worthwhile. One Spanish man who seemed very willing to work for the cause and to 
organize a movement, after few months, quit working, told Kaczynski that he wanted to 
marry and to have children (?!) and disappeared. Another Spanish man was an anarchist 
(1.e., a leftist) who simply made trouble and insulted me. Another Spaniard with whom 
Kaczynski wanted me to collaborate turned out to be a Marxist-Leninist and UFO 
believer. Another, a French or Swiss man, was also a Marxist-Leninist who ended up 
cheating Kaczynski (he was the author of the prologue of Kaczynski’s book The Road 
to Revolution). Another, a Spanish-American, was very much intellectually limited. 
And so on. And one of the above mentioned Kaczysnki’s American collaborators once 
said me that she was fed up of receiving and answering mail from leftists, kooks and 
idiots put in contact with her by Kaczynski. It seems that Kaczynski’s ideas and public 
image attract this kind of people. 


Kaczynski is a prisoner and this obviously limits his ability to check properly his 
contacts, but too many times it seems to me that he acts too recklessly and naively 
regarding the people with whom he contacts and/or with whom encourages others to 
contact and collaborate. 


D: “In too many places, and not only in La Mancha” is really a very important tale for 
me, not only because I like the character of Don Quixote, but because it really hits the 
nail on the head about many things, such as the techno-utopian eco-friendly myth. It 
also gave me a completely different outlook on the windmill story, and I've been smiling 
whenever I've thought back on it. I always liked fables, because they contain wisdom, 
even uncomfortable truths, in the best possible package. 





U.R.: As you know, it is but an adaptation by me of a fragment of Don Quijote de la 
Mancha by Cervantes. I was not included in Historias desde el Lado Oscuro, it was “re- 
written” later. Most people (almost all indeed) have a good opinion about electricity 
generation windmills. Even (or rather, especially) environmentalists! Very, very few 
people see the truth: they are modern industrial technology with huge negative direct 
and indirect impacts on Nature. Like the rest of green, “clean”, renewable modern 
technologies and sources of energy. Maybe you will find interesting the next article: 
Michael Shellenberger, “The Reason Renewables Can't Power Modern Civilization Is 
Because They Were Never Meant To”, Forbes, May 6, 2019. 


(https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelshellenberger/2019/05/06/the-reason-renewables- 


cant-power-modern-civilization-is-because-they-were-never-meant-to/#586a979eea2b). 
It has lots of links to other interesting articles too.” 





D: “The one who came from the Land of the Cold” was more cryptical -though I 
understand what it deals with (this prevalent attitude, mostly stemming from 
universities, towards truth and facts). Perhaps it could have been better expressed, or 
perhaps some points went over my head, but it seemed less successful at conveying the 
message beautifully than the other texts. 


U.R.: “The One Who Came from the Land of the Cold” isn’t published on the blog, it is 
only in Historias desde el Lado Oscuro. It is more philosophical (in a metaphysical 
sense; in fact it is a reaction against the relativist mentality that pervades current modern 
society) than those published on the blog. There are some other tales in Spanish like this 
(more “metaphysical” than “political”) in Historias desde el Lado Oscuro, but I don’t 
think they are completely appropriate to be published on a blog against technoindustrial 
society, so I didn’t include them on the blog. 


D: The story “The Extinction” was really touching. I wonder why you didn't upload it 
on your blog. 


U.R.: Yes, it was good, but I haven’t uploaded it because nowadays I don’t actually 
believe that current humans are really domesticated (that is, selectively bred and raised 
to change our original nature; our nature continues to be virtually as wild as ten 
thousand years ago), but only tamed (we are slaves, but our nature is still wild). And, 
especially, because currently I don’t care much about our species anymore. For me now, 
what is most important is the survival and autonomy of wild ecosystems; and human 
freedom, though important, is only a secondary concern. And human survival as species 
is even less important to me. Our species is a bloody pest for the rest of the Earth. Over 
the years, I have become more and more misanthropist. 


D: J absolutely agree with everything you said. Both about the human wild nature being 
still there, since we are pretty identical biologically to our ancestors and actually able 
to live wild lives if we could, and also about not caring about the survival of humanity 
(my main concern is nature, not humans, after all). Human freedom for me is only a 
personal indulgence, meaning I want me and my own to be free, but I have no intention 
of freeing humans. My priorities lie elsewhere. 


It was hard to get the meaning of “The cow, the goat and the herd” easily. However, I 
do understand that its point is similar to that of “La que llego de la Tierra del Frio”. 


U.R.: The point of “The cow, the goat and the herd” is not similar to “The One who 
came from the cold”. The real point is similar to “The black sheep and the wolf’, though 
not exactly the same. The goat wasn’t actually strong and free enough (even being a 
goat and not a mere sheep), and the behaviour of the cow reminded this very fact to her, 
so she feared and rejected the cow. But many times, the real threat is among the 





> However, it is important to point out that the author, Michael Shellenberger, is a clear 
exponent of the so-called “eco-modernist” current (a.k.a. “neo-conservationism’’), though in this 
article this is not too obvious. This current is but a modern derivate from older ones like the so- 
called “wise use” movement (a.k.a. “eco-pragmatism”’) or the post-modern ecological 
revisionism of the late twentieth century. This openly Anthropocene-boosting and progressivist 
current, promotes shamelessly and fervently, like its predecessors, the use and evaluation of 
ecosystems exclusively as mere resource sources and the utter technological management of 
the Earth through geo-engineering, genetic engineering, etc. 

However, as long as this is taken into account, the article is a good source of information. 


“normal” people, even among the seemingly most “kind”, “calmed” and “humble” ones. 
It is based on a personal experience among radical leftists. 


D: I would appreciate it very much if you could also explain “The sage and the tiger” 
to me as well, since I also had trouble with it. 





U.R.: The tale is difficult to understand even for me (it could sound strange, but I think 
that when I wrote it, it was mainly the unconscious part of my mind who wrote it). The 
way I understand it now is: at least sometimes, it is better not to enter conflict physically 
and directly with things that are so big and powerful that they are much beyond your 
ability to physically overcome them through a direct fight. But this doesn’t necessary 
mean to give up, to submit to them, to yield to them, or to lose your dignity. A direct 
confrontation in such cases would be a suicide and wouldn’t be productive at all. 
Anyway, when I wrote it, I was much more influenced by some non-violent ideas (or 
rather by a rejection of the typical violent methods used by radicals) than now. I keep on 
thinking that most typical violent methods used by radicals in “politics” are strategically 
stupid, and useless or even counterproductive, but I accept that at some point some kind 
of violent methods -which normally haven’t been used to date- could be necessary or 
even indispensable). 


D: What violent methods are you thinking of, which would be necessary and which 
haven't normally been used to date? If you are referring to Kaczynski's actions to 
publish ISAIF, I agree. But I think you're thinking of something else. 


U.R.: Yes, I am thinking of something else. The violent or destructive actions (terrorism 
and sabotage) that radicals have been doing to date don’t actually harm the system at all 
because they are “too small”, so to say. In fact, in most of the cases (with rare 
exceptions like maybe the actions that the Unabomber did to publicize the Manifesto) 
those actions are but surrogate activities and means to vent hostility, anger, frustration 
and the like; i.e., they are actually motivated by psychological motivations instead of by 
the stated reasons (“political” goals). It can sound crazy or ruthless, but what a 
movement actually contrary to technoindustrial society would need to do is an 
organized massive destruction. Im speaking of orderly destroying or shutting down 
entire subsystems of the technoindustrial system (the Internet, the electrical grid, the 
transport network, etc.) over big geographical areas with only one or a few hits. And/or 
the massive elimination of billions of people. Of course, for this there should have to be 
a strong movement, with enough means, resources and power to do that kind of actions. 
But, for the moment, there isn’t. 


4 This is just a theoretical exercise of discussion about the hypothetical possibilities that a non- 
leftist movement which is really contrary to technoindustrial society for the sake of wild Nature 
emerges and may end up opting to destroy the techno-industrial system, as well as about what 
methods this movement could use to achieve its goal. At no time this discussion is really 
intended to incite other people to carry out massive attacks against techno-industrial 
infrastructure or the killing of billions of people. If any reader misunderstood the discussion and 
decided to carry out any of the activities discussed here, he would be doing so exclusively on 
his own responsibility. Ultimo Reducto does not advocate any form of illegal activity. U.R. does 
not adopt this policy because he morally rejects violence or respects current legality, but merely 
for practical reasons, as part of his strategy (that is, to avoid legal problems). [Note added later 
by U.R. for this post]. 


D: Ted's interview? was very enjoyable. I had not come upon it in the past. It is a really 
inspiring outlook on how one could live their life. On a personal note, to what degree 
would you say that you have managed to approach such a kind of living in your own 
life? Is it even one of your goals? 


U.R: I don’t live a life similar to that of Kaczynski in Montana. I don’t have as a goal 
attaining such degree of self-reliance and independence from the technoindustrial 
system (and it would be impossible in Spain to attain it; Nature here is not remotely 
comparable to that in Montana), so I don’t even try. I simply enjoy a life close to 
Nature, but I don’t try to avoid the use of some modern technologies in my daily life (a 
car, a telephone, a PC, electricity, etc.). Trying to avoid them would only make my life 
much more difficult (or even impossible) without being of any real benefit for nobody. 
When I was younger I did give much more importance to trying to live more strictly 
according to my ideas, but it only caused me problems (psychological, social, practical, 
etc.) and it wasn’t of any help for anybody. So now, I use as much modern technology 
as I need to live without too much material or psychological problems or stress. I hate 
modern technology, and I am not enthusiastic about using it and being constantly 
updated about it, but I don’t obsess about avoiding using it (to some extent) in my 
personal life either. 


D: Well, I am also pretty sure it is impossible to live in the wild in South Europe like 
Kaczynski could afford to in the country of Montana. There are simply not enough 
square kilometres of continuous wild land, let alone quality wild land like the one there. 
But I believe one could achieve self-sufficiency with a relatively small number of acres, 
if cared for properly. That's mostly what I've been learning about these past years, 
before encountering Kaczynski's writings, and what I plan to do anyway in the future. 
As far as the movement is concerned, I think that being constantly reminded of the 
difficulties and thrills such a life entails can help strengthen one's belief in the cause. I 
think living like this would help me build tenacity, since I would know what the hell Iam 
talking about and proposing (apart from also being enjoyable). 


U.R.: I suppose that all depends on what you mean by “self-sufficiency” (economical? 
technological? material? social? psychological?...). Anyway, nowadays, I am not as 
interested in attaining self-sufficiency for myself or proposing attaining it to others (I 
simply try not to be too much enslaved by the system; and I would like to think that I 
am not as much a slave as most people are). I am more focused on the general cause 
against technoindustrial system for the sake of Nature. 


You say, “Being constantly reminded of the difficulties and thrills such a life entails, 
can help strengthen one's belief in the cause”. Or, depending on the person, quite the 
opposite many times. If it is too hard during too much time, one can get tired and 
frustrated, and eventually one can give up. And by “to give up” I am not only referring 
to give up trying to be self-reliant, but also to give up embracing and defending the very 
values and ideas that inspired him to try to be self-reliant (i.e., the cause). The power of 
the human will has its limits. 


With this I am not trying to discourage you trying to be self-sufficient. Probably it is 
important to try it by oneself. I am only saying that one has to be aware about that it 
could be even counterproductive, and that the goal (or the way to achieve the goal) of a 


5 “An Interview with Ted”, J. Alienus Richalsky, in Blackfoot Valley Dispatch, Vol. 19, n° 1, 2, 
3 y 4, January, 2001. [Note added later by U.R. for this post]. 


movement against technoindustrial society shouldn’t be to encourage people to live self- 
sufficiently, but to combat the technoindustrial system. 


D: So you've been in this thing for very long. 


U.R.: I always have loved Nature, and I developed a strong dislike for civilization when 
I was about thirteen (1983-1984). But later I was attracted by anarchism (because, at 
first, I thought wrongly that it was the most congruent stance with my anti-civilization 
attitude; clearly I didn’t knew actually anything about real anarchism, which uses to be 
really a type of socialism or, much more rarely, an extreme kind of liberalism), though I 
never felt comfortable and didn’t fit much in such milieu, which was full of radical 
leftists and seriously psychologically disturbed people (victimists with lack of self- 
esteem, depressive and defeatist people, people who need to belong to and follow 
blindly a collective because they have never been strong enough to manage on their 
own, people obsessed with violence as a means of venting their hostility and frustration, 
etc.) However, my friends and acquaintances were in there, so I kept in it. By the mid 
1990s I was really fed up with all that and began to consciously and openly criticise and 
reject leftism. Although, at first quite clumsily (see, for example, El mito de la izquierda 
-I was a member of the group which was author of this text, Zizen-). And also by about 
that date, I read Kaczynski’s Industrial Society and Its Future, and thought: I agree with 
most of what this guy is saying. In fact, I felt that I agreed not only with most of his 
ideas about modern technology, human psychology or leftism, but also mostly with his 
general attitude and way of understanding and facing reality. So, in 2003, I finally write 
to him. I have kept on corresponding regularly with him until three or four years ago, 
when he progressively quit answering my letters, supposedly because he was very busy 
and had more and more problems with prison rules. 


So, yes, I guess I have been in this for long. 
D: How much impact have you managed to make all these years? 


U.R.: I don’t know. I can’t know it. What do you mean exactly with “impact”? And, 
how do you measure such “impact”? Is a great impact to be widely known? Or instead 
is it to inconspicuously influence, inspire or encourage a few unknown people? Is 
“impact” only to make visible changes in the society’s course of development? 
Depending what you mean by “impact” the answer to your question could range from 
“quite much” to “no impact at all.” 


For example, it seems that some of my old writings had quite much influence on the 
emergence of ITS (Individualidades Tendiendo a lo Salvaje, the terrorist group). Is this 
to have “impact”? And, more important, is this something good at all? I seriously doubt 
it. 


On the other hand, I can’t know how many people have read (and understood correctly) 
my writings and how these texts have influenced them. 


So, I don’t give too much importance to the “impact” achieved by my work. If I did, 
maybe I wouldn’t do anything at all. 


D: Jn all this time, have you found other worthwhile people? 
U.R.: Yes, there have been very few worthwhile people. 
D: In total, how many people would you say have contacted you? 


U.R.: I don’t know, but not many considering how many years I have been in this. Most 
of them were simply people asking something or for something; or leftists that thought 


that they weren’t leftists and that they were akin to me or to Kaczynski; or unreliable 
people who began working intensely but later (usually very soon) quit working at all; or 
quite strange people, like those so-called “reactionaries” or “traditionalists” (a type of 
rightists indeed); or simply kooks; etc. 


D: You have hinted in some article’ that most of the people who have contacted you 
have disappointed you. This is expected. The few that didn't, have they got some active 
role in the anti-technological struggle. Have they got plans to start in the future? 


U.R.: As far as I know, there is not currently such thing as an organized “anti- 
technological struggle”, taken as an organized non-leftist movement against 
technoindustrial society based on wild Nature as its main value. There may be it, but I 
don’t know about it, and as far as I know, there isn’t. As far as I know, Ted Kaczynski 
has a few reliable people with whom he maintains close contact, and they help him with 
the publishing of his books and other tasks, but I am not aware that, for the moment, 
there are any people seriously organizing or planning to organize a movement 
anywhere. 


D: How much time do you manage to devote to this cause, and how much would you 
like to? 


U.R.: Not as much as I would like. Usually I have to invest great part of my time on 
other activities merely to subsist; or to recover. We are human beings, and this means to 
be quite limited. 


D: And do you devote this spare time exclusively to writing blog posts, or do you do 
other things related to the movement? 


U.R.: As I have said, there is no movement (still?). Currently I only write, translate and 
prepare texts for publishing them on my blog or on Naturaleza Indémita, and answer the 
mail I receive (which is not much). 


D: In general, how many people (inactive included) do you think can actually think 
seriously enough about these things? 


U.R.: Less than half a dozen. Im speaking only from my own personal experience. 
There could be many more people out there worthwhile, but if there are any I am simply 
not aware of them. 


D: Given the little visible impact of your efforts, what do you tell yourself (to keep your 
tenacity and hopes up) about the creation of such a movement? Or do you think that 
even finding one or two quality people to empower each other, is more than enough 
impact for one person, at this point in time? Or, perhaps, you hope that a movement 
needs a long time to gather the first individuals, and then suddenly grows much faster 
when some conditions may permit? Or do you simply say, that if there is any chance to 
achieve anything, it is only in this slow, possibly futile, personal effort, and that this 
thought is enough to keep you going? Or is it something else? 


U.R.: I don’t know. I think that it is to a great extent a matter of one’s own personality. 
Some individuals seem to be more tenacious and stubborn, and to have a greater 
resistance to frustration and discouragement than others, by nature. I probably am one 
of those weirdoes. I think that this explanation is more convincing, at least in my case, 
than one based on self-conditioning through telling myself anything that is motivating. I 


° Probably in “Basic requirements for creating an efficient movement against technoindustrial 
society”. [Note added later by U.R. for this post]. 





simply have a “positive” attitude so I never give up completely, and always keep on 
looking for a solution or thinking about how to try to implement it against the odds, 
though everything around seems depressing and wrong. Ever. To give up is a luxury 
that we can’t allow ourselves. 


I don’t think that “finding one or two quality people to empower each other, is more 
than enough impact for one person, at this point in time”. But we must do what we can 
in our current circumstances. 


Probably “a movement needs a long time to gather the first individuals, and then 
suddenly grows much faster when some conditions may permit”. Certainly in this kind 
of processes the beginnings tend to be harder and slower, but who knows? 


Finally, I don’t think that “if there is any chance to achieve anything, it is only in this 
slow, possibly futile, personal effort”. Probably there can be some other ways to achieve 
something, but I try to do what I can in my current circumstances. 


D: You say in “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and more” that if 
the infrastructure is destroyed but the population levels remain, they will destroy wild 


nature in order to obtain the necessary food. I believe that will not be the case. The 
people in cities, which are fast becoming the majority worldwide, will be faced with 
much larger problems, much faster. A few simple one I can come up with: A non 
functional (or non reliable) water system, across a city of millions, means that people 
must travel tens of miles to find even water, let alone food. 


And if cars, roads, etc. don’t function at the same time (due to a bottleneck scenario if 
every single person leaves at the same time; gas stations don’t work; etc), they will have 
to walk there. It is far more likely that they will die, rather than reach said sources of 
water and destroy the nature there. 


In general, I think it is easier to destroy the life support of modern society, and thus 
reduce its population drastically, than the other way around. But that would depend on 
the weapons the movement had and the inherent weaknesses of the system -my comment 
is only the result of intuition and is really speculation. 


U.R.: Everything we can say about the future, however thoughtful it is, is actually 
speculation. Reality is a complex system and complex systems are greatly unpredictable 
by definition. 


Maybe you are right. At least in some cases or possible scenarios, but in others I think I 
could be right too. Drinking water could be obtained simply through boiling river water 
if it is not too polluted, or adding little amounts of some chemicals to it (e.g., bleach). 
And most cities are next to rivers or natural water sources, not always too polluted 
currently. Even in the case that what you say were true (and probably it would be in 
many cases) and most urban population died quickly after the collapse, rural surviving 
population could still be big enough to quickly exhaust ecosystems in many parts of the 
globe. 


D: Yes, it is probable for the rural population, with some assumptions given. 


What weak points or nodes do you consider exist in the current system? Are there any 
aspects of the system that exhibit such high interdependency and others which are more 
decentralized? 


In your opinion, which aspects seem more resilient? Which ones seem weak to you? In 
general, are there any obvious good (or bad) targets, firstly concerning their 


collapsibility, and secondly concerning the usefulness of their collapse in destroying the 
system? 


U.R.: Well, as I said in “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and 
more”, there are (or at least I think that they should be; I am not an engineer or a 
technician expert in those subsystems) some nodes in the technological networks that 
could be weak points with a wide and important influence over the whole technological 
system. This principle could be applied similarly either to electricity distribution grids 
or to the road and highway networks; or to the railroads and seaways (transportation 
networks); or to the pipelines that transport gas or oil; or to the networks that transport 
data (the Internet). It also could work for the production subsystems of some essential 
materials or energy sources, besides for their distribution subsystems. Maybe there are 
other essential technological grids with weak nodes, but I don't figure out many more. 
(See for example, Marcus Hurst, “Los cables submarinos que llevan Internet a todo el 
mundo”, en Yorokobu, October 7, 2012). 








But, of course, I could be wrong because I am not an expert in this kind of technological 
subsystems and don't know much about them actually. It is also likely (or rather surely) 
that all this have already been though by expert technicians and system managers and 
that they have put in practice measures to intensify the security of those grids, especially 
in those weak nodes (this is an article in which a technician shows that they are worried 
about it: Keith Harary, “An electrical meltdown looms: How can we avert disaster?”’, en 
Aeon, April 16, 2019). This has been one of the main tasks of the armies many times, at 
least regarding some of those networks (for example, regarding the defense of oil 
production and transportation networks in strategic locations). 


Decentralization is a problem for destroying the technoindustrial system, because it 
could make its destruction much more difficult or impossible. But simultaneously the 
system can't be much decentralized in many aspects without losing efficiency for 
maintaining its own cohesion. Too much decentralization would disorganize the system. 
So always there will have to be a minimal amount of centralization. 


In my opinion, the most resilient aspects of the technoindustrial system are those 
subsystems that are or can be “decentralized”, i.e., those that are redundant, repeated 
many times and working greatly independently from the rest. Though, as I have just 
said, this “decentralization” has its limits. All of those subsystems are and have to be 
part of a supersystem, the technoindustrial society, to exist and to work correctly, by 
definition. For example, many people think that the Internet is very resilient, because in 
theory and at first, it was designed to keep on working even if some parts of it were 
destroyed, and this is true, but only to some extent (depending of the “importance” —i.e., 
number of interactions- of the parts —nodes- which were disabled). See, for example, J. 
M. Montoya et al., La arquitectura de la naturaleza, from Ecosistemas 10 (2), May 
2001. 


Moreover, even if it were always true that the Internet could keep on transporting and 
processing data even when some parts of it were disabled (which would not be always 
true), anyway it always will have to use electricity, computers (or similar computational 
devices to process information), as well as electromagnetic waves (and for this, devices 
to send out and receive these waves too) or networks of wires, and this dependence on 
other technological subsystems could imply some weaknesses. And, in my opinion, 
most of the subsystems in which could be weaknesses that are important for the survival 
of the system are in the infra-structural level, that is they are subsystems that constitute 
the material base of the society, i.e., subsystems that are essential to provide and 


distribute matter and energy to the whole society and/or constitute its technology (the 
material tools and objects that this society needs to work correctly). Other subsystems at 
the other levels (structure or super-structure, that is, the organizational and ideological 
levels respectively) are not so important for the survival of the society (though they can 
be very important and necessary to a great extent too), so their weaknesses, when they 
exist, aren't so important to act against the system either. What determines mainly the 
survival, maintenance and character of a society are its infra-structural aspects. Without 
them it can't exist. But it can keep on working and existing quite well even if the 
structural aspects (governments, politics, ways of wealth distribution among people, 
kinds of organization, relationships among subsystems, etc.) and super-structural 
aspects (ideologies, religions, non-material aspects of cultures, etc.) vary a lot. This is 
why it is not important or useful to try to change the ideas or values of the society, nor 
to try to change its ways of organization and government, in order to actually solve the 
intrinsic big problems of the technoindustrial society. These depend mainly on society’s 
infra-structure, not on society’s structure or super-structure. So yes, I think that there are 
“good” (i.e., those which are worthwhile, those which weakening or elimination would 
be useful or potentially efficient) or “bad” (i.e., those which are worthless, those which 
weakening or elimination would be useless or inefficient; or even counterproductive) 
targets in order to destroy the technoindustrial system. 


All this should be a field to study more intensively, in case of there were a movement 
some day. But today, as far as I know, there isn't such movement (still?) and is not 
worth talking much more about this. 


D: The destruction of technoindustrial society is indeed one of the hardest to solve 
technical problems one can imagine. 


And what is even worse, is that, if one manages to shut down one country, then the other 
countries will either help it to recover (so no lasting impact will be achieved) or will 
conquer it (which probably will imply no lasting impact too). The target would have to 
be something worldwide. And I cannot exactly see how a movement can go about doing 
this. The capacity it would need seems, to me, something completely impossible at the 
moment. But with a future weakening of the system, by itself... perhaps. 


Some thoughts: Essentially, what we can hope to do now is to create a movement, 
starting with gathering some people. It seems likely that all that can be done at the 
moment is preparing the ground for the next generations’ task. Even my generation may 
not be the one that lives through the crisis. And yet, that may be to our advantage, given 
that no movement yet exists to exploit such an opportunity. So it may be for the best that 
the system, right now, is (?) still resilient. What do you think about this ? 


U.R.: Yes, in “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and more” | said 
that there are even hardest technical problems than to destroy the technoindustrial 
system (for example, to mend or reform the technoindustrial system in order to make it 
work “perfectly” -whatever this means- would be even much more difficult), but not 
that to destroy it is easy. 





Regarding the problem of the necessity of a worldwide movement and of worldwide 
simultaneous actions in order to be effective in destroying the system, yes, it adds even 
another level of difficulty to a task that is already very difficult. And I don’t know 
exactly how to overcome it. Obviously, the movement should become very powerful in 
order to be effectively organized and functional worldwide. 


And yes, regarding “to create a movement, starting with gathering some people”, 
essentially, this is what has to be done. Though maybe those who now try to encourage 
others to create a movement won’t or even shouldn’t be necessarily part of it in case it 
were eventually created (some people could be better in theorizing, spreading 
information, encouraging others to organize themselves, etc., than in actually organizing 
and functioning within a movement; and vice versa, which can be a big problem too). 
And other story is also whether there are actually enough proper people to create such a 
movement. 


I don’t know if it would be a matter of some generations or if it could happen more 
quickly. And I don’t know if the system is much resilient now or not. Sometimes it 
seems it is resisting and overcoming some serious problems that at first seemed to be 
insurmountable. But other times it seems that it won’t be able to overcome them in the 
future anymore. And there are good reasons to think that the ability of the system to 
overcome some problems has some serious limitations. But who knows? 


Anyway, in case that there were enough proper people and they met, the sooner the 
movement began to be created and organized, the better. When the possible future big 
crisis happened the movement should already be completely organized and strong. 


D: When you say “whether there are actually enough proper people to create such a 
movement”, it really makes me wonder how many people would be enough. I know you 
don't much agree with the way certain things are expressed in Anti-Tech Revolution: 
Why and How. But there is an important point made somewhere, which I am sure you 
yourself have also mentioned somewhere: The majority of people don't care about 
anything other than their own, and thus they cannot be counted on to join any 
movement but, at the same time, they probably make no difference one way or the other 
(in favor or against a revolution). I often think of them as “neutral”, null, in such a 
situation. Revolutions are made by minorities, often tiny minorities, despite general 
apathy (but what is the minimum?). So my question is, what would you expect to be a 
satisfactory number of quality people, who can take advantage of a crisis? (The 
question of course concerns the order of magnitude. A few hundred? A thousand? Or 
many more ?) 


U.R.: Well, I think it is not so much a matter of numbers, but rather a matter of power. 
If there were only a very few able (i.e., intelligent, learned, high-spirited, available, 
devoted) people with enough “power” (i.e., resources, means, influence, etc.) to destroy 
the technoindustrial system, they could destroy it even being very few. But, as far as I 
know, there aren’t. The few qualified people who exist that are interested in this task 
seem not to have so much power, so first they should try to attain this power, and for 
this task maybe it could be better to be more than so very few. But I don’t/can’t know 
how many. 


There is one thing that is clear: the more the people, the more complicated would be for 
them to organize and work together efficiently in a movement. They could even end up 
being too many. I think that the ideal size of such a movement should be the minimum 
one that lets it work efficiently (i.e. to attain its goal). 


Anyway, the most important aspect should not be the number of members of the 
movement but their quality. It is important to take this always into account. To grow up 
in numbers never should be a priority. It is better to be few good than many bad. 


Moreover, depending on the circumstances, the ideal number of members could be 
higher or lower. For example, it is possible that at the beginning they are just very few 


(in the order of few tens? Or maybe even less), but later, depending on how the events 
develop, it could be necessary a bigger number of people. Or maybe not. 


Of course they will be always a tiny minority compared to the general population, but it 
is not possible to say a priori how many they should be. 


By the way, majority not only would be “neutral” or “null”, but probably they would be 
enemies of the movement. At least in the first steps of its development, once it has 
attained some power and influence (for example, some publicity). It is expectable that 
then there were a reaction against the movement through media and other propaganda 
means of the system, and thus the majority of the people, who think what media and 
propaganda tells them to think, would turn against the movement. 


D: And how would you expect such a movement to network itself? What would the 
structure of it have to be? Hierarchical? And if so, in what way? 


Of course it should be hierarchical. It is the only way it could be efficient. And the 
bigger the size of the movement, the more hierarchical it should be. But, how they 
should organize exactly? I don’t/can’t know. It also probably would depend on the 
circumstances and cases. 


I think that “decentralized” or “informal” ways of “organization” (based on independent 
and autonomous “cells” or “groups”) are not a desirable and efficient way of 
organization and functioning (in fact they are not actually a real way of organization at 
all), because they quickly end up uncoordinated, each following its own way, and acting 
in such ways that each group has actually nothing to do with the rest or even hinders or 
ruins their work; that is, they usually end up acting in a counterproductive way. There 
should be at least some degree of centralization or central leadership (probably a high 
degree of it) to avoid this lack of coordination and mutual incompatibility and to 
provide cohesion and consistency to the movement. 


“Informal organization” provides only one advantage: it makes harder that the 
“members” of such an “organization” are arrested and the “organization” monitorized 
and infiltrated by police or enemy agents. This is one of the reasons (among others like 
the simple intrinsic inability of their members to better organize) why some groups 
(especially anarchist and anarchist-like terrorist groups) seem to adopt and promote this 
way of “organization”. But in order to be materially efficient on a large scale, it is a 
disastrous way of “organization”. 


Regarding the latter, I am going to say here another thing that I consider important: Ted 
Kaczynski has said somewhere that the movement should have two parts, one legal and 
another illegal, and that both parts shouldn’t have any contact each with another. Well, I 
suppose that the movement, at least at some point of its development, probably will 
have to do some illegal activities, and that there would the best that those members who 
are involved in illegal activities are not the same than those involved in legal activities, 
but I think that in order to maintain the efficiency, cohesion and consistency of the 
movement there should be unavoidably some kind of coordination between both parts 
of the movement, which is not possible without some kind of contact between them. 
How to solve this problem? I don’t know, but I think that the legal part should lead the 
movement always. Illegal part tend to be constituted by “men of action” and this kind of 
people are too passionate and they tend not to think enough coldly, deeply and well, so 
if they take the power and initiative over the movement or if they act autonomously 
from the legal part of it, they will most probably end up ruining the whole movement. 


D: And how would it present and grow itself? Through which means? 


U.R.: I think that it should present itself through any serious and respectable way it 
could. It should develop its own blogs and websites; books (published by its own 
publishing houses, or at least by outer serious and respectable publishing houses), 
articles and interviews (in serious and respectable journals or magazines, both own and 
outer, but always written or carried out by people who is reliable and committed to the 
cause of fighting technoindustrial system for the sake of the wild, not by journalists or 
intellectuals who don’t give a shit about nothing but their professional or academic 
careers and personal self-aggrandizement); even it could use some Internet platforms 
(like e.g., You Tube) if there were any members able and willing to develop these ways 
of dissemination. 


D: And would it have a core of devoted, “rational” individuals, surrounded by a lot of 
less lucid and irrational ones “riding the wave”, so to say, when the time comes? Or 
should it completely avoid associating with the masses? 


U.R.: Here is another difficult question which is impossible to answer in detail a priori. 


I think that there should be a core of high quality committed individuals that lead the 
movement. Probably, at least in some further stages of the development of the 
movement, there also could/should be a “periphery” constituted by some other members 
less committed, rational, reliable, able, etc. who act supervised by the core. But the 
character and the course of the development of the movement should always be 
controlled, leaded and determined by the core (to the extent a movement could be 
controlled and determined by somebody; remember the inherent unpredictability of 
every complex system, especially social groups —and a movement is a social group 
indeed-). The periphery shouldn’t be part of the mass. Rather, they should share 
consciously and willingly the ideas and values of the movement and should be above 
the mass or majority in intelligence, attitude and availability. But they would be 
followers, supporters and sympathizers not leaders. 


And regarding the masses, maybe in some circumstances and cases, in some steps of the 
development of the task of the movement (probably in its last ones) masses could be 
necessary for the destruction of the technoindustrial system. Anyway, if they ever have 
such a role to play they should be leaded and supervised (probably by propaganda and 
deceit) by the core of the movement, and they would be but useful dispensable pawns, 
not even members of the periphery of the movement. 


I am sorry for the vagueness of some of the answers, but I can’t be more precise, and at 
least to some extent, I think that it is no point in being more precise or deepen into these 
matters until there are enough people to actually create a movement. 


